The chapter begins by providing detailed descriptive evidence concerning various aspects of moonlighting behavior in both countries. These descriptive analyses include an examination of differences across sex, age, education, marital status, occupation, industry, etc. Within this static comparison we are able to discuss reasons for moonlighting based on information reported by individual workers. We then seek further information regarding the determinants of moonlighting and the structure of primary job (PJ) and secondary job (SJ) wages by using regression analyses. We estimate separate PJ and SJ wage equations for each country and use them to construct predicted wages for use in a probit model for moonlighting.
The following section of this chapter provides a static cross-country comparison of moonlighting with respect to a variety of characteristics. The next section provides an econometric analysis of the determinants of moonlighting, and the last section concludes the chapter.
COMPARISON OF MOONLIGHTING BEHAVIOR BETWEEN CANADA AND THE UNITED STATES
Here we examine the incidence and distribution of moonlighting across country and sex in 1991. We consider various demographic characteristics, including age, education, marital status, and the presence of children in the household, and we use a sample of nonmoonlighters as a basis for comparison. Next, we describe the extent to which moonlighters are self-employed or hold temporary or union jobs, as well as the incidence and distribution of moonlighting for occupations and industries. Also analyzed in this section are wages on both jobs and total hours worked. Then we relate two basic motivations for moonlighting-primary job constraints and heterogeneous jobs-to reported reasons for taking a second job. Finally, we present multivariate analyses to explain the structure of primary and secondary job wages as well as the probability of moonlighting. 1 The United States data are drawn from the May Current Population Survey (CPS), which contains a special supplement with information on multiple jobs. The CPS is a randomly drawn U.S. sample of house-holds. Only those rotation groups eligible for the supplement are included in these analyses. And, only individuals between the ages of 17-64 are included in our subsample. In the 1991 data, the full sample is comprised of 14,727 workers, 941 of whom moonlight. Broken down by sex, the full sample includes 7,896 male workers and 6,831 female workers.
The Canadian data used in this section are drawn from the Survey of Work Arrangements (SWA) which is a supplement to the November 1991 Labour Force Survey (LFS). While the LFS does flag multiple job-holders, the SWA provides additional information on work patterns, primary job union membership, occupational and industrial distributions of secondary jobs, secondary job wages, and the reason for moonlighting. Certain data in the SWA are available only for paid employees, and these cases are noted in our tables. Our subsample includes those individuals aged 17-64 and omits unpaid family workers. Thus, our Canadian sample contains 29,875 workers, 13,500 of whom are female and 16,375 are male. Among all workers, 1,606 individuals are multiple job-holders.
While both survey designs aim for the resulting samples to be purely random representations of the two countries' populations, both samples suffer from some systematic nonresponse and over/underrepresentation of particular segments of the population. Therefore, all of the summary statistics presented in this chapter are weighted. 2
Who Moonlights?
The discussion in this section will relate to data given in Tables 1,  2 , and 3. Table 1 shows moonlighting rates; that is, the percentage of different groups of workers who moonlight. The numbers in Table 2 are distributions, showing the percentage of all moonlighters who fall in the given subcategory, defined by a characteristic such as educational level or marital status. For example, Table 2 shows that 65.9 percent of all Canadian moonlighters are married. Table 3 is interpreted  just like Table 2, except Table 3 focuses on employed nonmoonlighters.
The incidence of moonlighting in Canada and the United States by different individual characteristics are given in Table 1 . Overall, U.S. workers are more likely to moonlight than Canadian workers, at 6.01 percent in the United States and 5.04 percent in Canada. 3 While female The moonlighting age profile also is different across the two countries. For male and female workers combined, Canadian moonlighting rates peak for the youngest workers, while U.S. moonlighting rates peak for the middle-age workers (ages 25-44). The moonlighting rates for young workers (ages 17-24) are essentially identical across the two countries, at 5.4 percent. This pattern is altered when the sample is broken down by sex. Canadian male moonlighters are like their U.S. male counterparts, moonlighting at the highest rates during the middle ages. It is the Canadian female moonlighters driving their aggregate age profile: they are most likely to moonlight while they are young. Female moonlighters in the United States follow the same age/moonlighting profile as their male counterparts, moonlighting at the highest rates during the middle ages.
Further information regarding moonlighting patterns over the life cycle can be discerned from Table 2 . 4 Over half of all moonlighters are prime-age workers, and in the United States this figure approaches two-thirds. The life-cycle distribution of moonlighting across sex is quite similar for both countries. As shown in Table 3 , compared with nonmoonlighters, U.S. moonlighters are somewhat more likely to be between the ages of 25 and 44.
As seen in Table 1 , for Canadian and U.S. workers, male and female, the incidence of moonlighting rises with higher levels of education. For those with a university degree (16 or more years of education for U.S. workers), 6.21 percent of Canadians and 8.04 percent of U.S. workers moonlight. For lesser-educated workers, moonlighting rates are below 4 percent in both countries. Comparing Tables 2 and 3, nonmoonlighters are considerably more likely to have low levels of education compared to moonlighters. This implies that moonlighting is not mostly comprised of the most disadvantaged workers, contrary to what is often implied by the popular media. On the contrary, because of the rising marginal valuation of each additional foregone hour of leisure, if the substitution effect dominates, then those who are most likely to moonlight, ceteris paribus, would be those with the relatively greatest wage opportunities on the second job. Additionally, highereducated workers are more likely to be salaried on their primary jobs rather than hourly paid, so extra hours worked on the primary job will not increase earnings. Overall, moonlighting is undertaken by relatively higher-educated workers. This finding is consistent with Levenson (1995) .
One of the characteristics with the most significant differences in the incidence of moonlighting by sex is marital status. In particular, U.S. females who are divorced, separated, or widowed (the "Other" marital status category) moonlight at a rate of 7.44 percent, higher than the 5.38 percent rate for like U.S. male workers. No single marital status category for males has a moonlighting rate as high as for the "Other" females. In Canada, two marital status categories for females exhibit higher moonlighting rates than for any of the three marital status groups for the Canadian males. Females who have never married have a 6.09 percent incidence of moonlighting, while 5.59 percent of females who are divorced, separated, or widowed moonlight. Table 2 shows that about two-thirds of moonlighters are married, reflecting the relatively high percentage of married workers in the general working population. In both Canada and the United States, male moonlighters are more likely to be married, at 66 percent for Canadians and 61 percent for the United States. However, the gender differences are striking for the United States, where 69 percent of male moonlighters are married but only 48 percent of female moonlighters are married. The extent to which these numbers are driven by overall labor market statistics can be seen in Table 3 , where the distribution across marital status is quite similar to that found for the nonmoonlighters. The only substantive difference is for females, where the marriage rate for employed nonmoonlighters is 10 percent higher than the rate for moonlighters.
As is typical in most standard labor supply issues, the presence of young children (aged 0-5 years) is associated with less moonlighting for females but more moonlighting for males. That is, male workers with young children are more likely to moonlight than male workers in general, and the opposite is true for females. This pattern holds for both Canada and the United States, although the sex pattern is stronger in the United States. For men, the income effect of children is stronger, but for females the substitution effect is stronger, implying that the relative valuation of work and leisure causes women to work less when they have young children. Therefore, women with young children are less likely to moonlight as well. As seen in Table 2 , Canadian male moonlighters are about 20 percent less likely to have young children than U.S. male moonlighters, while Canadian female moonlighters are more likely to have young children than their U.S. counterparts. Nonmoonlighters (Table 3) are about equally as likely to have young children overall in the two countries, but there is more of a sex difference in the United States, where female nonmoonlighters are nearly 50 percent more likely to have young children than female moonlighters. The distribution of moonlighting across characteristics broken down by marital status and gender is given in Table 4 .
Looking at marital status and the presence of young children combined (U.S. numbers, not shown in the tables), reveals that the bulk of the higher moonlighting rates for male workers with young children is associated with the higher moonlighting rates for married or once-married males. In fact, divorced fathers of young children moonlight at Canadians who are self-employed are much more likely to moonlight than the typical Canadian worker. However, in the United States, workers who are self-employed in their primary jobs are less likely to moonlight. The corresponding rates of moonlighting for those selfemployed in their primary jobs are 6.6 percent for Canadian workers and 4.9 percent for U.S. workers. Comparing moonlighters to nonmoonlighters (Table 3) , the difference across the two countries is striking. While U.S. moonlighters are less likely to be self-employed than nonmoonlighters, Canadian moonlighters are much more likely to be self-employed.
Workers in Canada who hold temporary primary jobs moonlight at a rate greater than the overall moonlighting rate, 7.12 percent versus 5.04 percent. And female temporary workers are 50 percent more likely to moonlight than the typical female worker. Comparing moonlighters to nonmoonlighters, moonlighters are considerably more likely to hold temporary primary jobs.
The patterns of moonlighting for those workers unionized on their primary jobs differs between Canada and the United States. Unionized male workers are more likely to moonlight than all male workers, but this increased moonlighting incidence is only 0.07 percentage points for male workers in Canada, but equals a 0.91 point difference for U.S. male workers. Canadian females who are unionized on their primary jobs have significantly lower moonlighting rates than the overall female rate, but the opposite is true for U.S. females. This might reflect the differences in unionization rates and the types of workers unionized between Canada and the United States. In our 1991 data, Canadian males and females were unionized at rates of 39.7 percent and 34.1 percent, respectively. However, in the United States, males and females were unionized at much lower rates, 18.5 percent and 14.9 percent, respectively.
From Table 2 , 33.3 percent of Canadian moonlighters and 20.4 percent of U.S. moonlighters are unionized on their primary jobs; that is, Canadian moonlighters are more than 50 percent more likely than their U.S. counterparts to be unionized. In Canada, male moonlighters are considerably more likely to be unionized than females, but the rates across sex in the United States are fairly similar. Compared to nonmoonlighters (as seen in Table 3 ), the differences across sex for Canada persist. Canadian male workers who moonlight are more likely to be unionized than their nonmoonlighting counterparts, but the opposite is true for females. The result for males is somewhat counterintuitive, given the greater than 20 percent boost to wages associated with holding a union job (Riddell 1993) . However, union workers are more likely to work full time, and female moonlighters are less likely than males to combine a full-time with a second part-time job. For the United States, unionization rates for moonlighters and nonmoonlighters are fairly close, but like the Canadian males, moonlighters are more likely to be unionized.
As one might expect, moonlighting rates vary across occupations and industries. 5 In Canada, by far the highest moonlighting rate for both men and women is the Primary occupation (7.86 percent and 12.32 percent), which includes farming, forestry, fishing, and mining. Of course, relatively few workers overall are employed in this occupation. The managerial and professional technical occupation (referred to as Managerial in the tables) is the most common occupation for workers of both sexes in both countries. Male workers in this occupation are a bit more likely to moonlight than workers overall. However, Canadian female workers in the Managerial occupation are less likely to moonlight, while the rate for this occupation for U.S. females is nearly identical to their overall moonlighting rate.
One of the occupations most frequently talked about in discussions of moonlighting is sales; however, only U.S. males in sales moonlight at relatively high rates. Sales become more important as the occupation choice for the second job. Approximately 40 percent of female moonlighters in both countries hold second jobs in sales. For males, 37 percent and 25 percent of moonlighters in Canada and the U.S., respectively, moonlight in sales. A second occupation prevalent in moonlighting jobs is the Professional/Skilled occupation; one-third of U.S. male moonlighters hold second jobs in Semiskilled/Unskilled jobs.
Turning to PJ industries, relatively high moonlighting rates are seen in Agriculture and Community Services in all four samples. In fact, 45 percent of U.S. females are employed in primary jobs in Community Services, which is a broadly defined industry category that includes professional services and entertainment. And U.S. males employed in the industry of Public Administration also moonlight at a high rate. For the second job, by far the most common industry is Services.
The final section in Table 2 shows the percentage of moonlighters whose second job occupation or industry are the same. Occupationswitching between the PJ and SJ (seen as a relatively low percentage in the table) occurs with different occupations for men than women. For men employed in a clerical occupation in their second job, only about one-fourth were employed in the same PJ occupation. For women, only about one-fourth of those employed in a Semiskilled/Unskilled occupation were employed in the same occupation in the primary job. For U.S. females, about three-fourths of those employed in Sales and Service second jobs are occupation-switchers. Industry-switching is most prevalent for those employed in Retail Trade for the second job.
Information concerning wages on both jobs and total weekly hours is given in Table 2 . On average, U.S. male and female moonlighters work more total hours per week (at 57 and 45 total hours, respectively) than their Canadian counterparts (at 48 and 38 hours, respectively). These averages are nearly 10 hours per week higher than the average hours worked per week for nonmoonlighters. Additionally, moonlight-ers have a much greater percentage working more than 50 hours per week than nonmoonlighters. Approximately 50 percent of Canadian male moonlighters and two-thirds of U.S. male moonlighters work more than 50 hours per week. Relatively few nonmoonlighters work this many hours. These numbers suggest that many moonlighters face significant time pressures.
Male moonlighters earn on average $15.90 per hour on the PJ in Canada and $14.60 per hour on the PJ in the U.S. 6 Hourly wages for female moonlighters are nearly equal on average in Canada and the U.S., with Canadian moonlighters earning $11.80 per hour on average and U.S. moonlighters earning $11.71. Compared to nonmoonlighters, moonlighters in three of the four samples earn more per hour on average. Only U.S. female moonlighters earn less per hour on their PJ than do nonmoonlighters.
Secondary job wages are much higher on average for U.S. males ($16.97 per hour) than Canadian males ($12.10), but the opposite is true for females. This might explain in part the higher moonlighting rate for males in the United States. Canadian females earn $12.10 per hour on their SJ while U.S. females earn $11.58 per hour. Surprisingly, Canadian males and females earn identical SJ hourly wages on average. However, as is seen from the SJ wage distribution, 32 percent of Canadian females are low wage (defined as a SJ wage less than $7.00 per hour) while only 24 percent of Canadian males are low wage. In the U.S., 29 percent of male moonlighters are low wage workers, as opposed to 47 percent of U.S. females. With respect to earnings capacity on both jobs, U.S. females seem to be at the greatest disadvantage.
Why Moonlighters Take Second Jobs
Why do workers in the United States and Canada moonlight? The evidence cited so far shows that there are many reasons, reflecting many factors, including age, education, marital status, and household composition. As explained by Conway and Kimmel (1998) , the reasons for multiple-job holding can be summarized as constraints on the primary job (insufficient hours or earnings) or heterogeneous jobs (different jobs provide different nonpecuniary benefits to the worker.) These sorts of reasons for moonlighting can be identified in both the Canadian and U.S. data sources because individual workers report spe-cific reasons in the survey for taking a second job. These findings are given in Table 5 and include the following responses: to meet regular household expenses, pay off debts, buy something special, save for the future, gain experience or build up a business, or enjoys the work of the second job.
While there are some similarities between the two countries, some differences can be seen, particularly in how the aggregate figures break down into their sex components. Combining the first and second categories gives the percentage of moonlighting attributable to financial hardship. Approximately 45 percent of Canadian moonlighters and 42 percent of U.S. moonlighters report moonlighting due to financial hardship. And Canadian male moonlighters are somewhat more likely than U.S. male moonlighters to take a second job due to financial hardship-45.6 percent versus 39.2 percent. The rates for females are similar for the two countries, and U.S. women are more likely to moonlight due to financial hardship than U.S. men. Combining the first four categories provides a more comprehensive picture of the percentage of moonlighters who are choosing to take a second job for financial reasons, or for PJ constraints, as alluded to earlier. Canadian males are more likely than U.S. males to moonlight for financial reasons (62.9 percent versus 57 percent), but the opposite is true for women (61.2 percent versus 64.7 percent). However, both rates are fairly close. The last two specific categories identify those moonlighters who have taken a second job because there is some characteristic of that second job that does not exist on the PJ. 7 From the two general moonlighting motivations listed earlier, this is the heterogeneous jobs motive. Canadian and U.S. workers moonlight for this reason at fairly substantial rates-25.8 percent for Canadians, and 21.7 percent for U.S. moonlighters. Breaking this down by sex reveals a more substantial discrepancy between female moonlighters-27.3 percent for Canadians and 20.6 percent for U.S. moonlighters. Overall, while financial motivations are most important in moonlighting, the heterogeneous jobs motive is important for a substantial percentage of individuals.
In summary, there are several findings of note in this section. Moonlighting is most prevalent among relatively higher educated workers, and unmarried females are most likely to moonlight. Also, the bulk of moonlighting is undertaken for financial reasons. There are two major differences between moonlighting in Canada and the United States. First, U.S. workers overall are about 20 percent more likely to moonlight than Canadian workers, while females in the two countries moonlight at comparable rates. Second, U.S. moonlighters work on average more total hours per week than Canadian workers, but moonlighters in all cases work considerably more hours per week than nonmoonlighters.
ECONOMETRIC ANALYSES
In addition to the descriptive analyses using the summary statistics, we seek further information regarding moonlighting patterns and the structure of PJ and SJ wages using regression analyses. Previous econometric studies of moonlighting behavior include Shishko and Rostker (1976) , Krishnan (1990) , Lilja (1991) , Abdukadir (1992) , Paxson and Sicherman (1996) , Conway and Kimmel (1998) , Kimmel and Conway (2001) , and Powell and Boucher (2001) . First, to determine what factors are important in determining the level of wages in each of the two jobs, we estimate ordinary least squares (OLS) wage equations for both the PJ and SJ wages. Because SJ wages are observed only for those holding a secondary job, we include an econometric sample selection term to account for this selection on positive SJ wages in this equation. We refer to this term as Lambda, and it is the standard Heckman (1979) sample selection correction term. 8 The two wage equations are written out in summary form below.
PJ wage = dummy variables for age categories; dummy variables for education categories; dummy variable for young children; 9 regional dummies; industry dummy variables.
SJ wage = dummy variables for age categories; dummy variables for education categories; dummy variable for presence of young children; 10 regional dummies; lambda.
These specifications reflect a standard human capital model of wages in which the level of education and years of experience (proxied by age in our data) are expected to contribute positively to wages. Additionally, in the regressions for females, an additional dummy variable for the presence of young children in the family is included as a proxy for intermittent work history (Blau and Beller 1988) . And, the regional dummies are included to control the effect of regional differences in labor market demand conditions. Industry dummy variables are included in the PJ wage equation but not the secondary wage equation because the industry of the SJ is not available for all workers, so the results could not be used to predict the SJ wage for nonmoonlighters.
PJ and SJ wage equations are estimated separately by country and sex. Results from these regressions are given in Tables 6 and 7 . Because the equations are estimated with the natural logarithm of the wage as the dependent variable, coefficient values reflect percentage returns to the different characteristics. 11 Additionally, for each categorical dummy variable, the coefficient is interpreted in comparison to the excluded category. Only coefficients with statistical significance of 10 percent or greater are discussed in text. Starting with the PJ wage equation, as expected, age is positively associated with wages across the board, with older workers receiving increasingly larger wage boosts. The one exception to this rule is U.S. females, where the middle age category receives the highest wage boost. This could be due to the fact that entry level wages for female workers have been relatively higher in the past 20 years or so (thereby shifting up the entire wage profile for these workers), a wage increase not enjoyed by the older U.S. female workers.
The wage returns to education rise with higher education levels, as predicted by human capital theory. For men, Canadian and U.S. workers receive 12 percent and 24 percent wage boosts, respectively, for having finished high school. This is a wage premium relative to workers who have failed to complete high school. See that the returns to finishing high school for U.S. males is twice as high as that for Canadian males. This reflects a fact of the U.S. labor market that has contributed to growing wage inequality in the United States. For female workers, the returns to completing a high school education for Canada and the United States are 14 percent and 20 percent, respectively. In all cases, the wage return rises with the higher education levels. So, for males, having completed some postsecondary education is associated with a 21 percent and 35 percent return for Canadian and U.S. workers, respectively. Those two returns are 22 percent and 34 percent for females. Finally, having finished a university degree (or 16 or more total years of education in the United States) is associated with 44 percent and 62 percent returns for Canadian and U.S. men, respectively, and 50 percent and 58 percent returns for women. In each case, the returns to the different level of education is higher in the United States. The returns across sex are quite close, with the most noticeable being the returns to men and women in the United States for having com-pleted college. Here, men receive a 4 percent larger return than the women workers.
As predicted by theory, having young children (associated with a greater disrupted work history) has a negative impact on wages for both Canadian and U.S. female workers. The negative impact is almost double for the U.S. females, but the absolute magnitude in both cases is quite small. And, as expected, region of residence is important. Canadian workers living in Ontario receive the highest wage return, as do workers living in the Northeast and the West in the United States.
The overall explanatory power of the PJ wage equations is quite high in all four cases, with R 2 ranging in value from 0.34 up to 0.44. The explanatory power of the SJ wage equations is much weaker, with R 2 ranging in value from 0.14 to 0.28. And fewer of the a priori hypotheses for the specific variables hold in this equation. There is a fairly strong return to age (the proxy for experience), but the additional proxy for experience for females (the dummy variable for the presence of young children) is not significant in either case. Education is not strongly related to wages for any of the four samples. For Canadians (both males and females), there is a significant return for having some postsecondary education as well as a college degree, with the females receiving the higher returns. For the United States, the only case of a significant education coefficient is for females with a university degree. Here, the return is 46 percent, but it is not as large as it is for Canadian female moonlighters. While no U.S. regions are significant, for Canadian males, living in Manitoba or Saskatchewan is associated with lower wages (relative to Ontario), as is living in the Atlantic Provinces or Alberta for females. The only sample for whom sample selection is significant is Canadian females. That is, for this group, the probability of moonlighting is significantly positively correlated with higher SJ wages.
Results from these two wage equations are used to construct predicted wages for use in a probit model for moonlighting. The probit equation is written out in summary form below.
Probability of moonlighting = (PJ wage; SJ wage; dummy variables for age categories; dummy variables for education categories; dummy variable for young children; total number of children; dummy variables for marital status).
The probit model transforms a discretely measured dependent variable (here, a 0-1 dummy variable equaling one for moonlighters) into a continuous probability. The results for the probit model of moonlighting are given in Table  8 . Probit coefficients are given, then probit derivatives. For the two wage measures, elasticities are also given. 12 Ceteris paribus, one would expect that higher primary job wages would be associated with a lower probability of moonlighting. Indeed, in each of the two cases in which the PJ wage is significant, it is significantly negative. For males in the United States and Canada, those with higher primary job wages are less likely to moonlight. The PJ wage elasticity is fairly large in both cases: -0.81 for males in Canada and -1.18 for males in the United States. For females, both PJ wage coefficients are positive with very large standard errors.
As a standard wage employment effect, we would expect that the coefficient on the SJ wage would be positive; that is, we would expect those individuals with a higher predicted secondary job wage to be more likely to take a second job. This coefficient is negative and insignificant in three of four cases, but in the one case where it is significant, for females in Canada, the coefficient is positive. The corresponding SJ wage elasticity is 1.26.
For Canadian males, age is not significantly related to the probability of moonlighting. But for Canadian females, older workers are increasingly less likely to moonlight. (Recall that the coefficient is interpreted in relation to the excluded category, which is the youngest age group.) For workers in the United States, the only significant relationship between age and the probability of moonlighting is found with females, who are less likely to moonlight if they are older than 45 years of age.
The coefficients for the education variables are interpreted relative to the excluded category of the lowest education level, fewer than 12 years of education. Having more education increases the probability of moonlighting for Canadian males and U.S. males and females. Interestingly, having more education is not significantly related to increased moonlighting probabilities for Canadian females.
Having young children can be expected to have different effects on men than women, due to traditional family roles. We would expect fathers to be more likely to moonlight due to an income effect; that is, having young children would be expected to increase the stresses on the family budget. For women, we would expect that having young children would raise the opportunity cost of working, implying a substitution effect, therefore reducing the probability of moonlighting. The only case in which this expectation is upheld is for females in the United States, where having young children significantly decreases the probability of holding a second job. But these expectations are not contradicted in any of the other cases, because the coefficients are not statistically significant. The number of children would be expected to have somewhat the same role in the moonlighting choice, with a less strong negative impact on females. The results show that having more children actually increases the probability of moonlighting for females in the United States. This implies that for these women, while the substitution effect dominates in the case of young children, the income effect dominates for total children.
We already saw in the previous descriptive analyses that marital status is strongly linked to moonlighting behavior. But in a regression framework we are able to determine the importance of marital status after controlling for the effect of other factors. Controlling these effects, the role that marital status plays in the moonlighting choices of women is still evident. For both Canadian and U.S. females, being never-married or once-married both are significantly positively related to the probability of moonlighting. It is likely that some of this effect would have been reduced had income been included as a variable, but still the importance of marital status is clear. Thus, within our multivariate analyses, the wage regressions reveal that the structure of SJ wages is more ambiguous than PJ wages, because while the expected wage return to experience is found, no consistent SJ wage return to education can be seen. And, the moonlighting probit equation shows the importance of PJ wages in the moonlighting choice, with those males having higher PJ wages being less likely to moonlight. And, ceteris paribus, those with higher education levels are more likely to moonlight. Finally, unmarried females are more likely to moonlight as well.
CONCLUSIONS
In this chapter, we have described and compared moonlighting behavior in Canada and the United States. What are the major findings? First, education plays a major role in moonlighting, with higher educated workers more likely to moonlight. Second, about two-thirds of moonlighters take a second job for financial reasons. Third, total hours worked per week are much higher for moonlighters than nonmoonlighters, and hourly wages on the primary job are higher for all moonlighters except U.S. females. Fourth, unmarried females and married males are most likely to moonlight. Finally, there is evidence that workers moonlight due to both primary job constraints and job heterogeneity. Now, how does moonlighting behavior differ between Canada and the United States? First, overall moonlighting rates are higher in the United States than in Canada, although females in both countries moonlight at approximately the same rate. Second, U.S. moonlighters tend to be older on average than Canadian moonlighters, while Canadian moonlighters tend to be somewhat more educated. Third, total hours worked are considerably higher in the United States than in Canada. So what are the reasons for the differences between Canada and the United States? One factor contributing to the higher moonlighting rate in the United States is higher U.S. divorce rates. Males in the United States are more likely to be unmarried fathers (custodial or not), and these fathers moonlight at very high rates. Canadians might moonlight less overall in part due to the higher unemployment rates in Canada. With such an excess supply of labor, both primary and secondary jobs are hard to find.
Finally, what are the implications of all these numbers? Why do we care about moonlighting? To put it succinctly, moonlighting itself is not so much a problem as it is a symptom of a broader labor market problem. Two issues are of most importance here: time pressures faced by moonlighters and their families, and the degree to which moonlighting reflects perceived financial hardship. First, because total hours worked for moonlighting are considerably higher than for nonmoonlighters, rising moonlighting rates imply increased time pressures faced by individuals and families. For children, this implies increases in nonparental child care. Second, moonlighters clearly face financial pressures. They do not tend to be lower-income workers, so their financial concerns extend beyond the basics of minimal shelter and food to more middle class concerns such as home ownership and saving for retirement and their children's college educations. While these pressures are not as desperate as those faced by low-income workers, they probably reflect for many moonlighters the desire to achieve the standard of living they enjoyed during their upbringing. For divorced mothers, they reflect a desire to maintain the lifestyle experienced during the previous marriage. And the plight of moonlighters reflects the growing frustrations of today's workers who feel they are working more for less. 
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